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PHRASEOLOGICAL UNITS WITH NO DIRECT EQUIVALENTS
IN THE ASPECT OF INTERCULTURAL COMMUNICATION

Summary. The theoretical information of intercultural
communication research has been systematized and the analysis
of such areas as comparative culturology, translation theory,
foreign language teaching, contrastive pragmatics, etc. have
been carried out in the article.

In the course of the research, the authors examine a number
of questions, namely: what is the national character, and what
can be considered a source that would provide true information
about the national character. The features of the personality are
reflected in its language in general, and phraseological units
with no direct equivalents in particular. Phraseological units,
reflecting in their semantics the long process of development
of the people's culture, record and transmit from generation to
generation cultural concepts, stereotypes, symbols, standards,
mythologies, and so on.

The authors analyze the connection of phraseological units
with the mentality of the people, study what characteristic
features of culture are reflected in the national character.

It has been found that in recent years linguists have
increasingly focused on the study of translation as a cultural
phenomenon. Different languages are able to reflect the specific
features of culture. However, not all the elements of the fund
of one language group can take place in the cultural fund
ofanother. When translating, this feature complicates the transfer
of cultural specificity of one language by means of another.

Despite the fact that some fragments of reality in different
languages coincide, the methods of their nomination may
differ significantly. For example, in Russian and English
there is a group of units denoting food and drink. However,
the method of nomination in English differs in the use of units
with the word tea (uaii): high tea (pannuil yscun c uaem),
husband's tea (ouensv crnabuvuii uaii), a cup that cheers but not
inebriates (nanumok gecenawuil, Ho He nvsauswuil), which are
absent in the Russian language. This feature is due primarily
to the uniqueness of the culture and way of life of the British,
who differ from other nations by their passion to tea.

Important is the fact that knowledge of the rules of conduct
and customs of one culture does not give a representative of other
culture complete information about its linguistic picture.

The proposed observations allow us to identify the following
aspects of the study of intercultural communication:
macroculture — translation — the degree of equivalence, taking
into account national and cultural factors.

Key words: comparative analysis, equivalence, national-
cultural component, semantics, symbol, phrasemes with no
direct equivalents.

Introduction. In various scientific paradigms you can
find a large number of definitions of the language, but they all
come down to one thing: language is a means of expressing
thoughts, a means of communication. Undoubtedly, without
language any form of communication between people becomes
impossible. Language serves as the communication medium,
and communication and communication are the most essential
part of human life and a part of culture. The close interrelationship
of language and culture was indicated by many linguists [2; 3; 4; 7;
9;12; 13]. According to K. Levy-Strauss, language is both a product
of culture, and its important constituent component, and a condition
for the existence of culture. Moreover, language is a mode of cultural
existence, as well as a factor of formation of cultural codes
[9, p. 28]. S. G. Ter-Minasova gives a definition of the language
in which a cultural component is its integral property: “Language
is a powerful social tool forming a human flow into an ethnos,
generating a nation through the storage and transmission of culture,
traditions, and social identity of this speech collective [13, p. 15].
Language is not only closely linked with culture, but it “grows from
it and expresses it” [9, c. 28].

Linguoculturology is a branch of language science directly
related to the study of culture. It has recently gained ground
among academics, as evidenced by numerous scientific studies
in this direction [1; 4; 9; 10; 12]. According to professor
V.V. Vorobyov, who develops the concept of E.M. Vereshchagin
and V.G. Kostomarov, linguoculturology is a scientific discipline that
studies “the interconnection and interaction of culture and language
in its functioning and reflects this process as an holistic structure
of units in their unity of their linguistic and non-linguistic (cultural)
content by means of systemic methods and with an orientation
to contemporary priorities and cultural establishments (systems
of norms and social values)” [4, p. 125-126]. To our mind, this
view is echoed by the opinion of V.A. Maslova, who argues that
culturology is a science that studies the material and spiritual
culture embodied in a living national language and manifests itself
in linguistic processes [9, p. 28]. In addition, linguoculturology
explores the living communicative processes of speech generation
and perception, the experience of a linguistic personality and national
mentality, providing a systematic description of the linguistic
picture of the world.

One of the developing areas of linguoculturology is intercultural
communication. The definition of this direction is reflected in the term

25



ISSN 2409-1154 HaykoBui BicHUK MixHapoaHOTo rymaHiTapHoro yHiBepcuTteTy. Cep.: ®inonoris. 2021 Ne 47 Tom 2

itself: it is the communication of people representing different cultures
[13, 14]. The initial knowledge-building phase on intercultural
communication is mainly based on the experience of foreign
researchers. The work of American linguists E. Hall and G. Treiger
“Culture and Communication. Analysis Model” became fundamental.
In this scientific work, intercultural communication refers to the ideal
goal to which a person can strive to in his desire to adapt as best as
possible and more effectively to the world around him. As a result
of numerous studies, the most characteristic features of intercultural
communication were identified: belonging of the sender and recipient
of the message to different cultures, awareness by communication
participants of each other's cultural differences, etc. [18]. A number
of western scholars described their own experience in teaching
intercultural communication and proposed models for organizing
intercultural learning [14; 15; 16; 17].

Thus, intercultural communication has become the subject
of the research inanumber of works written by Russian scientists [5; 6; 7;
11; 13]. So, E.M. Vereshchagin and V.G. Kostomarov in their scientific
work “Language and Culture” study the living communicative processes
of speech generation and perception, the experience of the linguistic
personality and the national mentality of different cultures [3]. The
textbook “Fundamentals of Intercultural Communication” edited by
A.P. Sadkhin is the result of cooperation between German and Russian
scientists. The book systematically presents the whole range of issues
and problems arising in the process of intercultural communication,
examines the cultural and anthropological aspect of interaction
of different peoples [7]. In a scientific study by M.K. Golovanivskaya,
the peculiarities of the French mentality are studied from the perspective
of a native speaker of the Russian language [6]. The monograph by
S.G. Ter-Minasova “Language and Intercultural Communication”
is devoted to the problems of relationships, interconnection, mutual
influence and interaction of the language and culture in the process
of people's communication [13].

The topicality of the article. Familiarity with the above-
mentioned works shows thatresearch onintercultural communication
has taken a strong place in linguistics, having gained the status
of an independent linguistic direction. However, there are many
questions that have not yet been investigated in this aspect. While
the general issues of intercultural communication have been studied
to a certain extent, the individual levels and systems in this aspect
have not yet been examined. At the same time, it is the individual
language units that represent the peculiarities of culture, as they
accumulate the knowledge and experience of the people in their
meaning. The phraseological system of the language in this
aspect is of particular interest. One must admit that in the field
of intercultural communication it is far from exhaustive. Among
the many phraseological units that deserve the attention of linguists,
a special place is occupied by the group of phrasemes with no
direct equivalents. On the one hand, the indicated phraseological
units can be related to lexical units, as in the linguistic picture
of the world, like words, they occupy certain places and this can
be cultural lacunae. On the other hand, they differ from words by
carrying specific features of phrasemes — many of these features
may be due to cultural factors. All this indicates that the study
of phrases that do not have correspondences in the system of words,
in the linguocultural aspect, can give new results.

The purpose of the article is to study phraseological units
that do not have correspondences in the word system in the aspect
of intercultural communication.

In connection with the goal, it is necessary to solve the following tasks:

1. Find out what features of the linguistic personality are
reflected in the semantics of the phraseological units of the studied
group, and how the mentality of the people is expressed in it.

2. To determine what causes the national-cultural specificity
of the analyzed group of phrasemes.

Before proceeding to the solution of the tasks, let's consider
the basic concepts related to the problem of intercultural
communication.

Having entered a foreign culture, it is necessary not only to act
in accordance with the norms, customs and traditions of this culture,
but also to have an idea of the national character, which occupies
an important place in each ethnic image. The national character
is a totality for representatives of a particular nation of specific
physical and spiritual qualities, norms of behavior, activity, etc.,
and most importantly, “the totality of the most important ways
of regulating activities and communication based on the values
of the society created by the nation” [7].

In the process of research, the question arises: what is
the manifestation of a national character and what can be considered
a source that provides real information about the national character?
The personality traits are reflected in his/her language and in the use
of phraseological units in particular. Phrasemes, reflecting in their
semantics the long process of people’s culture development, fix
and transmit from generation to generation cultural concepts,
stereotypes, symbols, standards, mythologem, etc. V.N. Telia
writes that the phraseological units of the language is “a mirror in
which the linguocultural community identifies its national identity”
[12, p. 249]. Joining this point of view, V.A. Maslova draws
attention to the fact that phraseological units are always directed
at the subject, that is, “they arise not so much to describe the world
as to in order to interpret, evaluate and express a subjective attitude
toit” [9, p. 82].

Presentation of the main research. Let us consider what
connection between phraseological units and the mentality
of the people is, what characteristic features of Russian culture are
reflected in the Russian national character.

Ethnic stereotypes serve as a measurable manifestation
of a national character. They serve an important function in
determining human behavior in different situations. Ethnic
stereotypes are a generalized idea of the typical traits that
characterize any people. For example, our idea of the Chinese
culture, which is distinguished by many subtleties and excesses
in observing customs and traditions, is reflected in the xumatickue
yepemonuu (excessive conventions in relations between people).
It should be noted that in Russian this set phrase is often used as
ironic. The reason is the clash of two cultures that are completely
different from each other. We see a lot of unusual and strange in
the Chinese culture, which makes us laugh or irony.

Phraseological units reflecting a positive or negative assessment
of certain human qualities can be considered an indicator of ethical
standards, the rules of social life and behavior in society, as well
as the relationship of a nation through its culture and language
to the world. Researchers note that the most important positive
qualities of Russian people are kindness, sensitivity, selflessness,
generosity, sociability. This feature is confirmed by the presence
among the phraseologemes of the studied group of such units
as Oonvuoe cepdye, 0odpoe cepdye, pydaxa-napens, WUPOKAS
HAMypa, — APMETbHbIL  NAPeHb,  NATOUKA-bIPYYATOUKd,  Oyild
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Hapacnawiky, dywia yenosex, etc. It is interesting that the discovered
virtues advantages of the Russian character were not understood as
qualities that compensate for its shortcomings, but as a continuation
of these shortcomings. When it comes to the Russian national
character, then immediately there is an idea of the mysterious
Russian soul, about which foreigners often speak with admiration or
with mockery. According to S.G. Ter-Minasova, everything lies in
the fact that the Russian person in the national system of values has
the fundamental concept that prevails over reason, mind, common
sense — the “soul”, whereas, for example, the core concept for
Englishmen is reason, common sense — mind, and lexical unit for
“soul” as a part of phraseological units corresponds to the English
word “heart” [13, p. 166-167]. Among the phrasemes given by
the author, phraseological units which have no matches in the word
system. For example: ecemu cunamu dywiu — with all one’s heart,
Oyuta HapacnawiKy — smb. is open-hearted, do enyounvt dywiu — to
the bottom of one’s heart, kamens Ha dywe — smb’s heart is heavy
with sorrow, guilt, ¢ 21y6une dywu — in one’s heart of hearts,

Let us turn to the analysis of the manifestation of other cultural
factors in the meaning of the set phrases of the investigated group.

We should pay attention to the fact that the semantics of the group
under study reflects more shortcomings than advantages. In our
opinion, the reason is that negative qualities attract more attention,
while positive ones are considered normal and do not cause much
interest in a person. This is probably why such a large amount
of phrasemes is allocated with a negative estimate. Let’s take a group
as an example with the phrase “A person is perceived by others”,
which is divided into two subgroups: positive perception by other
people (36) and negative perception by other people (74). It should
be noted that the subgroup “Negative perception by other people”
can be further divided into many microgroups due to the variety
of negative perceptions: the highest degree of manifestation
of negative (ucuadue ada), lack of significance for others (romn
fe3 nanouxu, nycmoe Mecmo, OmMCMAGHOU Ko3bl 0APAOAHUYUK),
absence of certainty (nu nasa, Hu 6opora, Hu 602y ceeyka, Hu uépmy
Kouepea, Hu pwloa, Hu msco), exaggeration of his/her significance
(Qymbiii ny3bipb, MbLIbHYIL MY3bIPb, BOPOHA 6 NAGTUHBUX NEPbAX),
fragility of manifestation of something (peiyape na uac, kamug
Ha uac), distrust (Poma Hesepnuiil), isolation, passivity (verosex
6 (hymasipe), finicky (npunyecca na 2opowune), secrecy (mémnas
nowaoka), etc. The fact that phraseological units with a negative
rating far exceed the number of units with a positive assessment
does not seem strange, because the presence of a large number
of shortcomings in a person accordingly causes a reaction among
other people, which is fixed in the language.

Phrasemes that do not have correspondences in the word system
also characterize the most common negative qualities of a person in
the Russian national character, such as frivolity (semep 6 conose,
BempAHas MeTbHUYa, 8empeHas 20108VIKd, OVIHAS 20108YuiKd,
nodbumulii eempom, 3a0y0éunasn 2onoea, caspac e3 y3obl, etc.);
lack of thinking (co106a enosas, bapanvsa 2on08a, 3a0HuM yMom
Kpenok, 21yn Kak npodka, Hu 6 3y0 Hoeol, etc.); shyness, hesitation
(6ypudanos océn, kpacnas deguya, muuie 800bl, HudXce MpPasbl,
etc.); irresponsibility, namely: reluctance to intervene in anything
(most xama ¢ kpato, Moé deno cmopona), unwillingness to go beyond
a narrow circle of duties (rawe deno manenvroe), frequent change
of decisions (cemb namuuy na nedene, etc.).

It should be noted that, for example, in English, the listed
qualities are either not represented at all, or presented, but in very

small quantities. According to scientists/scholars, English idiomatics
is dominated by such value concepts as honesty, responsibility,
restraint, hard work, professionalism [9; 13].

Ethnic stereotypes can not only influence a person’s sympathy or
antipathy in a situation of intercultural contacts, but also determine
his/her behavior in various situations.

Throughout their lives, people are part of certain sociocultural
groups. Each such group has its own microculture (subculture),
which is based on the religious, geographical, racial, age, language,
family, as well as gender of its members. Depending on this kind
of affiliation, each subculture adheres to a certain model of behavior.
In connection with this feature, the stereotype of behavior is one
of the most important among stereotypes.

If we consider language in the aspect of genderology, then we
should distinguish between female and male linguistic personalities,
female and male types and characteristics of behavior. Regarding
what is considered “masculine” and what is “feminine”, there are
different opinions in each culture. For example, in cultures dominated
by the patriarchal attitude, work, strength, independence, material
success, competition, and the separation of male and female roles
occupy a central place in the worldview of the linguistic personality.
In cultures with a matriarchal attitude, these characteristics are
considered to be less important. The man himself and the meaning
of his/her existence, emotional connections among people, caring
for other members of society are emphasized. In Russian culture
there is a patriarchal setting, which is reflected in the language.
In its composition, stereotypes are firmly entrenched, according
to which a woman has many vices, so a comparison with her man
always carries a negative connotation. Let us take, for example,
the phraseological units of the investigated group: 6azapras 6aba,
HCEHCKULL XAPAKINED, JHCEHCKAA T02UKA, 0eGUYbS. RAMATND, JCCHCKUI
yM, nepeesdcas ceaxa, etc. A comparison with a man only adorns
a WOMan: Mys#ccKoll yM, MyJICCKOL Xapaxmep, MysHccKast Xeamxd.

These features are based on stereotypes of behavior that are
enshrined in society: for men — firmness, determination, rivalry,
desire to be the first; for women — gentleness, emotionality,
sensuality, patience. Therefore, in general, a woman’s speech is
much more emotional, which is expressed in the more frequent
use of idiomatic expressions, comparisons, metaphors, epithets. In
the woman'’s lexicon there are more words and stable combinations
describing feelings, emotions, psychophysical states, while
the male type of communication is a less flexible, but more dynamic
communication [9, p. 126-129].

Intercultural communication involves not only an analysis
of the factors that form the semantics of phraseological units,
the study of the features of the linguistic picture of the world, but
also an analysis of the features of the functioning of phrases, or
rather, the restriction on their use, due to cultural factors.

We draw attention to the fact that even a complete awareness
of the mores and customs of one culture does not give a representative
of other culture full information about the linguistic picture of the first
world. To do this, you must be a native speaker of this language.
Consider, for example, phrasemes eryxas memeps and crenas
kypuya. These phrasemes in the dictionary have the meanings
of “a person who does not hear well”, “shortsighted, poorly seeing
people” which carry no information that the given phrasemes
have any limitations in use. Such information is determined by
the lexical units of “rereps” and “kypuia”, which in Russian have
a pronounced negative coloring. Let us pay attention to the fact that
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enyxas memeps and cienas Kypuya become a marker of the cultural
connotation of phrasemes, which is a litter “unapproved”, which
serves as a kind of signal for a carrier of another culture that these
phrases should not be used in relation to old people.

Thus, the factors that determine semantics and limit
the use of a phrase can interact with each other, providing cultural
information about the norms of use of a particular turnover.

The national-cultural specificity of phrasemes is determined not
only by stereotypicality, but also by the symbolism of their figurative
foundation. A symbol in culture is “a universal category with the help
of which people can express and convey all their internal states”
[7, p. 110]. They are conventional signs denoting some objects,
phenomena or processes. Their main feature is “the ability” to replace
“real objects or phenomena and express the information contained
therein” [7, p. 111]. Any culture creates its own system of symbols
and gives each symbol the corresponding meanings. Of particular
interest is the symbolism of color designations, and as its particular
manifestation is the use of color naming as part of the phrasemes.

In this case, consider this problem on the example
of phraseological units that do not have correspondences in the word
system. In Russian, blue and pink are symbols of tenderness,
romance, and dreams. This symbolism influenced the emergence
of such phraseological units as pozosbie meumi, 6 po3osvix kpackax,
2onyovie meumsl. Red color symbolizes fire, intense heat, that is,
that which can severely burn (kpactoe croeyo). The metaphorical
meaning of white and black is the same in many languages. In
Russian, black color, as a rule, is a symbol of the embodiment
of evil, dark forces, death, grief, mourning, and white — a symbol
of good, love, and purity. This is confirmed by the presence among
the turnovers of the studied group of such phraseological units as
black uépnviii denv, uéphvlii 60pon, uépras mazus, YEPHAs 3a6UCID,
uéphviil cnucok, as well as beras macus, beras 3agucmo, etc.

It is necessary to pay attention to numerical symbolism, which
in each culture has its own functions. As an example of symbolic
contradistinction, we can cite phrases of the Russian language,
where the measurement symbol is the number “seven”, and English,
with the symbolic component nine (“nine”): (6bims) Ha cedvmom
Hebe — (to be) on cloud nine (literally be on the ninth cloud). In
Russian, the number “seven” is also distinguished as a part
of such phraseological units that do not have correspondences in
the system of words, such as cemu nsoeii 60 16y, cemvb namnuy
Ha Hedere, cedvMas 6004 HA Kucele, KHU2A 30 CeMblo Neyamsmi,
and the number “nine” in English in the phraseological unit
of the studied group a nine day's wonder (literally the miracle
of nine days) — “something perceived to be very attractive in
a certain period of time, but subsequently very quickly forgotten”.
The role of the number “nine” in English phraseology is explained
by the meaning of this concept in ancient German culture. The
figure “nine” plays a large role in German mythology, in the legal
system, the week totaled nine days, the distance of nine steps was
used as a measure of length [8, p. 46-47]. Note that in Japanese
idioms, the number “eight” appears in a similar function.

Note that in addition to colorant and numerical symbols, Russian
idioms stand out for phraseological units with zoological characters:
2nyn kax 6apan (a ram is a symbol of stupidity), Jluca [lampukeesna
(a fox is a symbol of cunning, resourcefulness), suess nookonoouas
(a snake is a symbol of treachery), 300pos kax twik (bull is a symbol
of health), medsexncoss ycayea (bear is a symbol of clumsiness,
awkwardness), etc.; symbols-substances: kposb ¢ MoTOKOM, KpOsHbIiL

gpae, kposhasi0ouda (blood —a symbol of health, kinship), nodsodnwie
kamnu (stone — a symbol of difficulties, obstacles), msoicénvii xneo,
néexuti xneo (bread —a symbol of prosperity, welfare), 2on06a erosas,
20108a cadosas, ceemias 20no6a (head is a symbol of mind, reason),
npasas pyka, macmep Ha éce pyxu, 3o1o0meie pyku (hand is a symbol
of help, as well as performance), etc.; symbols of perception: e
arcushb, a manuna (raspberries are a symbol of good life), medoswii
mecay (something sweet, pleasant is always associated with honey,
for example, the happiest time of married life).

As you can see, as a part of the phrase of the group under
study, the key role in the meaning and in the implementation
of the peripheral part of the value is played by zoological symbols,
color symbols, symbols-substances, symbols-perceptions, as well
as numerical symbols.

Due to the presence of components with symbolic meaning,
the semantics of the analyzed phraseological units becomes much
more accessible and understandable to the native speaker, but
often creates difficulties in intercultural communication, since in
the culture of other people many symbols have different associative
connections. Consider, as an example, the phrase of the studied
group, which associative connections are zoo-characters in different
languages. So, in the English idiom, the symbol of awkwardness
is an elephant (cnou B mocy/Hoit maBke), and in Russian — a bear
(memBeskbn o0bsTHA); the health symbol in English connotes
the word horse (as strong as a horse — 310poB Kak Jomajp) in
Russian —a bull (3mopos kax 0s1k). In the Russian mentality a dog,
in addition to negative signs (cobaubs Ku3Hb, COOAUBH YCIIOBHS),
can associate positive (co0aubs BEpHOCTb, CO0aUbst IPEIAHHOCTD).
In the Belarusian language, the indicated word in most cases carries
negative connotations (cabakam majiibIThl — “TI0X0H 4enoBek”). In
the Vietnamese worldview, the pig is a symbol of stupidity, and in
the Russian — a ram (rmyn kak OapaH, OapaHbs rooBa).

As you can see, phrasemes with no direct equivalents really
occupy a significant role in the cultural representation of a Russian
person, since they do not only characterize a person, his activity,
mental abilities, spiritual qualities, etc., but also have specific
features, which reflects the symbolism of the people.

Conclusion. The presented observations allow us to draw
the following conclusions:

1. Phraseological units with no direct equivalents play a special
role in reflecting the national stereotype, worldview and mentality,
which must be taken into account in the process of intercultural
communication.

2. In phraseological units with no direct equivalents cultural
information is realized through the interaction of factors that determine
semantics and limit the use of the phrase of the analyzed group.

3. The national-cultural specificity of the phraseological units
ofthe studied group is determined by the symbolism of their figurative
foundation. As part of phrases that do not have correspondences in
the system of words, the main role in the formation of meaning
is played by zoological symbols, color symbols, substantive
symbols, perception symbols, and numerical symbols. Due to
the presence of components with symbolic meaning, the semantics
of the analyzed phraseological units becomes much more accessible
and understandable to the native speaker and creates difficulties in
intercultural communication.

Further studies of the phrasemes with no direct equivalents will
be devoted to examining the question of how their communicative
features are reflected in dictionaries.
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Wsnarensckuit

[Ixona «SI3bIku

MicenboBa B., CninbHuk T. Be3exBiBasienTHi (ppa3eo-
JIOTiYHi OTMHHUII B ACTIEKTi MIKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHiKawii

AHoTAamifA. Y cTarTi CHCTEeMaTu30BaHO TEOPETUYHY 1HPOP-
Malilo JOCTiIKEHHS MDKKYIBTYpHOI KOMyHiKauii Ta 3xiicHe-

HO aHaJli3 TakuX il HAMPsMIB, SIK TIOPIBHSJIBHA KYJIBTYPOJIOTis,
Teopis Nepexiiany, HaBYaHHs 1HO3EMHUX MOB, KOHTPACTHBHA
mparMaTuka i T. iH.

VY mpoueci JOCTIDKEHHsT aBTOPU BHBYAE HU3KY ITHTaHb,
a came: y YoMy BHPaKA€ThCsl HAllIOHAIBHUN XapakTep Ta IO
MO)KHA BBa)XKaTH JKEPEJIOM, sIKe HaJaBayo O CIpaBKHi Bifo-
MOCTi Ipo HauioHanbHUil Xapakrep. OcoGnuBocTi ocoOu-
CTOCTI BioOpa’karoThCsl B 1i MOBI 3arajioM Ta y BUKOPHUCTaHI
(pazeonoriuHux 3BOpOTiB 30kpema. PpazeonoriuHi OxuHHMII,
BiZIOMBAIOUM y CBOTH CEMaHTHUI TPUBAJIUI MPOILEC PO3BUT-
Ky KyJIBTYpU Hapoxy, (DiKCYIOTh Ta HepeNaroTh i3 MOKOJIIHHA
B MOKOJIHHSI KYJIBTYPHI KOHIIETITH, CTEPEOTHITH, CHMBOIIH, €Ta-
JIOHU, Mi()OJIOTEMH TOLIO.

ABTOpPH aHAJI3yIOTh 3B’S130K ()PA3COIOTIUHUX OIUHUID
i3 MEHTQJITETOM HApOAy, BHUBUYAIOTh, AKI XapaKTEpPHI PUCH
KyJABTYPH 3HAaXOISATh CBOE BilOOpa)KCHHS B HAIllOHAJIBHOMY
Xapakxrepi.

BusiBaeHo, 1m0 0OCTaHHIM YacoM JIHTBICTH aemani Oiab-
Ie 30CepeKYIOTh YBary Ha BUBUCHHI NEepeKIaay K Kyib-
TypHOMY siBHIII. Pi3HI MOBM 31aTHI BigOuBatu crerudiy-
Hi 0co0aMBOCTI KynbTypHu. OHAK HE BCi elieMeHTH (HOHIY
OJHOT'O MOBHOTO KOJIEKTHBY MOXYTb MaTH MicIie B KYJIbTYp-
HoMmy (oHi iHImIOTO0. Y Mpolieci nepekiai s 0CoOIUuBICTh
YCKIJIAIHIOE TIepelaHHs KYIbTYPHOI crielndiku oHieT MOBH
3aco0aMu iHIIOI.

[Monpwu Te, mo Aeski GparMeHTH AIHCHOCTI B PI3HUX MOBax
30iraroThCsl, CIIOCOOU X HOMiHAIi MOXKYTh CYTTEBO BiJPi3HSI-
tucs. Hanpukiaz, y pociiicekiil Ta aHniiiicbkiit MOBax € rpyma
OJIMHHIIb, 1110 MMO3HAYAI0Th 1Ky Ta Hanoi. OxHak crnocié HoMi-
Halil B aHITIMCHKIA MOBI BiJIPI3HS€THCS BYKUBAHHSIM OJIMHUIIb
31 CJIOBOM tea (uaii), K1 BIACYTHI B pOCIHCHKIil MOBI: high tea
(pannuil yorcun ¢ yaem), husbands tea (ouenv cnabwvui uaii),
a cup that cheers but not inebriates (nanmoxk ecensiwuii, HoO He
noanawuil). HazBana oCOOIMBICTb 3yMOBIICHA CBOEPIIHICTIO
KYJIBTYpH H MOOYTy aHIIIHLIB, SKi BiAPI3HAIOTHCS BijJ IHIIUX
Halill CBO€IO JI000B 10 10 YatOBaHHS.

BaxumBum € TO# (axT, 110 3HAHHS MPAaBUJ TOBEAIHKU
Ta 3BUYAIB OJHIET KyJIBTYpH HE JaIOTh MPEJACTAaBHUKOBI 1HIIIOT
KyJBTYpH TIOBHOT iH(OpMaIlii po 1 MOBHY KapTHHY.

3anpornoHOBaHl CIOCTEPEIKEHHS TO3BOJIIOTh BUAUTUTH
TaKi acmeKTH JOCIIPKECHHS MDKKYJIBTYPHOI KOMYHIKAIlii, sK
MaKpOKYJIbTypa — NepeKyaj] — CTYIiHb EKBIBAJICHTHOCTI, 00K
HAI[IOHAJILHO-KYJIBTYPHUX (aKTOpiB.

KirouoBi ciioBa: Ge3ekBiBaJIeHTHI (pa3eMu, €KBIBAICHT-
HICTh, 3iCTABHHH aHaJi3, HAllIOHAJIBHO-KYJIBTYPHUN KOMIIO-
HEHT, CEMaHTHKa, CHMBOJL
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